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the area in which the lathes protrude, you deem it as if there is a 
sukkah-wall, so treating the lathes “as part of the sukkah.” Now for 
what purpose does this rule serve in line with D?] 


The ruling serves the case in which the sunshine is greater than the 
shade of the sukkah [and so, without taking account of the shadow of 
the lathes, we should deem the sukkah to be invalid]. [The lathes are 
deemed part of the sukkah, in that the shade they cast is included in the 
calculation of the effects of the sukkah roofing.] 


One the light of which is greater than its shade is invalid [M. 1:1E- 
F]. 


Lo, if it is half and half, it is valid. 


A sukkah bearing thin sukkah roofing, the shade of which is greater 
than its light, remains valid. [Thus: “half and half is invalid.”] 


Here then you claim that where the light is equal to the shade, it is 
valid, and there [by inference] it is invalid. 


Rabbis of Caesarea, R. Isaac bar Nahman in the name of R. Hoshaiah: 
“[The ruling of C applies to a case in which a sukkah was built using a 
tree as its sukkah roofing. The tree was cut down for that purpose. The 
builder did not spread out the boughs equally over the sukkah, hence 
creating the impression of a sukkah with a thin covering.] So the case 
of the tree is different, for it is usual [in such a case] for one branch to 
extend in one direction, another in a different direction. [The issue of 
whether the light is greater than the shade is not pertinent in this 
case. ]” 


1:2 


[A] A superannuated sukkah — 


[B] the House of Shammai declare it invalid. 
[C] And the House of Hillel declare it valid. 
[D] And what exactly is a superannuated sukkah? 


[E] Any which one made thirty days [or more] before the Festival [of 


Sukkot]. 


[F] But if one made it for the sake of the Festival, 
[G] even at the beginning of the year, 
[H] it is valid. 


